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Dual Purpose farms (nilk and beef )in México contributes with
18% of national milk production and are the main providers of
calves to beef industry
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General characteristics of DP farms

- Silvopastorakystem based
- Seasonalityf production
- Extensive use of rangelands

- Low Input(i.e. grains, no fertilization, no
herbicides, minimum infrastructure etc.)

- Low productivity (68 kg of milk)

- Use of supplements during dry season
6 months)

AlbarranPortillo et al., 2015Tropical Animal Health and Prducti7:519523
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Feeding system

forages, extensive grazing

Dry season = Supplements
~ 30%DM Iintake
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Traditional supplementation

Commercial
concentrate &
cracked
maize (50:50)
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Productive Orientation
The DPFcan be subdivided into four categories according

their productiveorientation (PO).

PO isdetermined by two characteristics: management
intensity (i.e. demand of hours labourto perform an
activity), and the product that represents higher incomes t
farm

Milk production (MO,
Beefproduction (BO),
Traditional(TO) and,

- Weanedcalves (WC).

AlbarranPortillo et al., 2015Tropical Animal Health and Productiod7:519523
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Table 1. Farms socioeconomic characteristics according to farms'
productive orientation

Variable MO BO TO WC
n= 11 (23%) 8 (17%) 6 (13%) 22 (47%)
Farmers age(years) 55 54 66 56
Educationof thefarmer(years) 9 11 3 8.6
Labour(working unitst/year) 2.3 1.1 1.1 0.7
Animal units (AU?*) 34.3 38.0 144 31.0
Stockingrate(AU/ha) 1.7 1.1 0.75 0.57
Total land surface(TLS) (ha) 33.6 45.3 228.5 60
Pastures/TL%%) 23.3 52.7 22.6 29
Rangeland/hdLsS (%) 36.4 23.3 61.2 60
Crops/harLs (%) 40.3 24 16.2 11

MO= milk oriented,BO= Beef oriented, TO= Traditionaland WC= weanedcalves

oriented
Albarran-Portillo et al., 2015. Tropical Animal Health and Production, 47:519-523
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Table 2. Rangeland’s diversity and richness
Indexes
Indexes Diversity Richness

.. Shanon .
Group Margalef Menhinick Weinner Simpson
Interval 1-5 0-3 0-5 0-1
MO 3.9 1.4 3.0 0.7
BO 3.7 1.5 2.6 0.7
TO 3.6 1.1 2.6 0.7
WC 4.7 1.6 3.5 0.8




Table 3. Shrubs and trees and their uses

Scientific name Local name Uses EP
Haematoxylorbrasiletto Palo Brasil F L
NC Cabrigo F,S L, FI
Mastichodendromapiri Capirez F S L
lpomoeamurucoides Casahuate F F Fl
Ficussp. Ceiba F, S L
Spondiagurpurea Ciruelo F, HF,S HF, F
Lysilomadivaricata Cuitaz F L, PLF HF
Acaciaguatemalensis  Espino herrero F, P, LF L, F
Psidiumguajava Guayaba F, HF,CV L, F
Guazumaulmifolia Guazima FSLFW L, F
Guazumaspp Guazima prieta F, S,LFW L, F
Leucaendeucocephala Huaje F, HF LF L, F

F= FodderHF: Human foodEP =Edible partL : leaf, F: fruit, f: flower,

W: wood,S; ShadeP: post, LF: Living fence



Sustainability oDPFby the IDEA method on the Socioeconomic, se
territorial and economic scale (Maximum of point = 100)
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SalasReves et al.. Tropical Animal Health and Production. 47: 2114



